The purpose of this chapter is to consider theoretical perspectives on intergroup relations with respect to human rights, democracy and citizenship education. The first part of the chapter therefore provides an overview of four major theoretical frameworks that have emerged within the discipline of social psychology to explain the development of intergroup inequality, prejudice and conflict. Noting that research into human rights, democracy and citizenship education has not engaged substantially with these theories, we argue for their more extensive application in this field. The second part of the chapter focuses on intergroup contact theory, which has received more substantial attention in education as a model for fostering intercultural understanding and dialogue. Following an outline of the contact hypothesis and its influence in educational settings, particularly in Northern Ireland, we discuss recent work that raises queries about the contribution of contact-based approaches to equality and social justice. In particular, we will focus on the apparent tension between fostering harmony and exploring difference (and associated issues of conflict, discrimination and inequality) during intergroup encounters: while contact theory tends to prioritize the former, critical educationalists have stressed the importance of the latter to enhance democratic capability, promote respect for diversity and human rights, and transform social relations. Drawing on our own research, we consider how this tension has been manifest in education in Northern Ireland, and reflect on a potential way forward offered by a model for shared education.
Intergroup theory
The field of social psychology has made a major contribution to the theoretical understanding of intergroup conflict and prejudice. Of theories emerging in this field, perhaps the most enduring is social identity theory (SIT) (Tajfel and Turner 1979) . Positing membership of social groups (such as one's religious group, gender or sports team) as central to self-concept and self-esteem, SIT states it is psychologically important that the groups to which one belongs are 'positively differentiated or distinct from the relevant outgroups' (Tajfel and Turner 1979: 40) . To ensure this distinctiveness, individuals employ a range of strategies to enhance or maintain their group's status relative to others: -favouring the ingroup, denigrating or discriminating against the outgroup, and engaging in intergroup competition or even conflict (van Oord 2008; Tajfel and Turner, 1979; Wolfe and Spencer 1996) .
While social identity theory has been influential in the field of intergroup relations, a number of researchers have criticised its neglect of group power and outgroup favouritism and advanced two further accounts: social dominance theory (SDT) and system justification theory (SJT) (Jost, Banaji and Nosek 2004; Sidanius et al. 2004 ). According to SDT, discrimination is made possible by the existence of shared ideologies that legitimize the inequitable distribution of power and resources by individuals and institutions. The extent to which individuals endorse these ideologies depends, in part, on the strength of their 'social dominance orientation ' (SDO) , that is, their desire for group-based dominance (Sidanius et al. 2004 ). Proponents of SJT similarly posit the existence of legitimating social ideologies, but argue further that unequal systems benefit from 'the social and psychological needs' of individuals, including members of disadvantaged groups, to legitimise the status quo 'as good, fair, natural, desirable, and even inevitable' (Jost, Banaji and Nosek 2004: 887) .
A fourth framework for the analysis of hostilities between groups, intergroup threat theory (ITT) (Stephan, Ybarra and Rios 2015) , brings together theories of realistic group conflict and symbolic racism (Riek, Mania and Gaertner 2006) . According to ITT, negative intergroup attitudes can arise from the perception that an outgroup poses a threat to the physical and material wellbeing of group members ('realistic threat') or to their culture and way of life ('symbolic threat') (Stephan, Ybarra and Rios 2015) . Perceptions of such threats can provoke negative emotions and behaviours, including fear, prejudice, avoidance and aggression. Individuals most apt to perceive intergroup threats include those who identify strongly with the ingroup, hold negative views of the outgroup or have limited experience of intergroup contact (Stephan, Ybarra and Rios 2015) .
Seeking a deeper understanding of intergroup conflict, inequality and discrimination, these theories have considerable consonance with, and relevance to, education for democracy, citizenship and human rights. They may inform the content and delivery of educational programmes or provide a lens through which to evaluate existing curricula, resources and pedagogies. Research in this vein might consider, for example, to what extent citizenship education endorses or challenges system justification and its underpinning ideologies, or how human rights education addresses contemporary discourses regarding the 'threat' posed by ethnic others. To date, however, educational research and practice that engages directly with these social psychological theories has been limited -a situation that deserves redress, not least because what exists has generated valuable insights. Studies informed by social identity theory have found, for example, that identity strength may influence teachers' willingness to collaborate across ethno-religious lines (Donnelly 2012 ) and inform their teaching on citizenship and identity in ways that reproduce conflict (Korostelina 2015) . Moreover, research informed by intergroup threat theory has found that perceptions of threat can negatively influence young people's experiences of day-to-day encounters with outgroup members (van Acker 2014), while social dominance researchers report that those high in SDO are more likely to oppose inclusive educational practices (Crowson and Brandes 2010) .
Intergroup contact theory
While research and practice in citizenship and democracy education has not engaged extensively with social psychological theories of inequality and prejudice development, there has been greater interest in theories of prejudice reduction. Particularly notable within this work has been the use of intergroup contact theory, which has informed both research and practice in improving relations in educational settings. As set out by Allport (1954) , the contact hypothesis states that a positive encounter with a member of a negatively stereotyped group should improve an individual's attitudes to the group as a whole, providing four facilitating conditions are present: equal status between group members, cooperation, common or superordinate goals, and support from relevant authorities. Subsequently, researchers have proposed a fifth 'condition' of contact: that the encounter should provide opportunities for participants to become acquainted -what Pettigrew (1998) terms 'friendship potential'.
Since its formulation, the contact hypothesis has received considerable attention from researchers seeking to test whether and under what circumstances contact can improve attitudes. With a meta-analysis of 515 studies providing strong empirical support for the effects of contact across different countries, populations and settings, including education (Pettigrew and Tropp, 2006) , research has increasingly focused on the process by which contact reduces prejudice. This has identified key mediators of contact, including anxiety and empathy (Pettigrew and Tropp 2008) , and numerous moderators, such as prior outgroup attitudes, identity strength and relative group status (Graham, Frame and Kenworthy 2014; Tausch et al. 2007) . Research also suggests that the salience of separate identities and the perceived typicality of outgroup members during the encounter can help ensure that changes in attitude generalise to the outgroup as a whole (Brown et al. 2007) . Recent work has examined the impact of negative contact, suggesting that adverse encounters have a more substantial and consistent effect on intergroup attitudes than positive experiences (Barlow et al., 2012; Graf, Paolini and Rubin, 2014) . While the greater prevalence of favourable encounters (at least in peaceful societies) ensures a net positive impact of contact (Graf, Paolini and Rubin 2014) , this underlines that contact per se is no guarantee of successful outcomes.
Intergroup contact and its application in educational settings
The provision of opportunities for contact within schools and colleges has been advocated on both civic and educational grounds (Williams 1998) : first, as preparation for living and working alongside those from different religious and cultural backgrounds as adults, and second, as crucial for learning about diversity and developing respect for difference. Contact has also been recognised as a precursor to intergroup dialogue, which aims to promote 'understanding of social identities and of social inequalities and conflicts…and to build individual and collaborative capacity for change' (Nagda et al. 2013, p.211-12) . To these ends, measures facilitating contact have taken a number of forms, from short-term 'encounter' programmes to the wholesale desegregation of schools (Maoz, 2011; Schofield, 1991 third initiative has been developed to promote contact via inter-school collaboration. In this approach, known as 'shared education', schools form partnerships across denominational lines to provide lessons and activities for mixed groups of students (Gallagher 2016) . Pupils move between the schools to attend these shared classes, which are delivered regularly over a year or more.
Research into school-based contact in Northern Ireland has identified generally positive outcomes, providing contact is of sufficient duration. While one-off meetings via school contact schemes have had limited impact (O'Connor, Hartop and McCully, 2002) , the frequent, sustained contact offered by integrated and shared education appears more effective. Relative to peers attending denominational schools, current or former pupils of integrated schools report more positive attitudes towards the other group, more moderate positions on political issues, and greater respect for the other group's culture and religion (Hughes et al. 2013; Hayes, McAllister and Dowds 2013; Stringer et al. 2009 ). Statistical analysis suggests that these differences are attributable to the regular and positive contact experienced by pupils at mixed schools (Hughes et al. 2013; Stringer et al. 2009 ). Moreover, pupils attending schools involved in shared education report higher numbers of cross-group friendships than those at non-participating schools, which in turn is associated with less anxiety about interaction and more positive intergroup attitudes (Hughes et al. 2010 (Hughes et al. , 2012 .
Critique of Intergroup Contact Theory
The examples above showing successful outcomes from contact research suggests a natural fit between contact theory and those working in citizenship, democracy and human rights education, especially in programmes which engage learners in meetings and encounters across boundaries. Yet, the relevance of contact theory as an interpretive lens for such encounters in educational contexts is contested. Notions of plurality, multiculturalism and diversity have varied significantly from Allport's time (Kincheloe and Steinberg, 1997) and so too have the justifications for education for human rights, democracy and citizenship (Roth and Burbules 2007) . Significant among these has been the work of critical education theorists who have been forthright in challenging a taken-for-granted neutralist-tolerant framework (Strandbrink 2014 ) which ignores issues of power in group-relations (Apple 2015) . Critics assert that contact theorists have not kept pace with research areas of overlapping interest such as critical anti-racism (Erasmus 2010) and that their work has become 'self-referential' (Connolly 2000, 171) .
In exploring the nature of the particular challenges presented to inter-group contact theory by critical education, it is possible to highlight four significant tensions. First, is the difference in aims between contact approaches and critical education -that is, whether the primary purpose in bringing learners together is to foster harmony or explore differences.
Contact theory is premised on the improvement of relations and the implied assumption that, as a result of meeting under certain conditions, outgroup prejudice and ingroup bias will be reduced amongst participants. Arguably, it is a view aligned with liberal multiculturalism (Kincheloe and Steinberg 1997) and a co-existence model which emphasizes universal values and common needs as the grounds for sharing and mutual understanding. The difficulty is that where the promotion of harmony is the goal, encounters can produce silence and avoidance or even the suppression of difference. In the context of encounters between Israeli Jews and Palestinians, Maoz (2011) asserts that contact characterized by a desire for coexistence can be counter-productive to the improvement of relations and Helman (2002) found evidence that even sustained contact in the same context can reproduce group inequalities when issues of power are ignored. Similarly, in a study of integrated schools in Northern Ireland, Donnelly (2008) found that teachers who emphasized same-ness in intergroup encounters, adopted a non-confrontational approach with students and avoided dealing with difference were likely to impede inter-community relations. The resistance to dealing directly with conflict related issues amongst teachers arose, in part, from a public sector culture of accountability and performativity, which meant the teachers understood their role in more instrumentalist terms.
By contrast, critical education is concerned with exploring difference in multilayered and explicit ways. From a critical multiculturalist perspective, dealing with difference must begin with the recognition that power is unequally shared (Nieto 2000) and that education is not neutral (Kincheloe and Steinberg, 1997) , including education that has the intention of developing mutual understanding through inter-group contact activities. Further, a critical approach requires learners to become aware of the labels used to identify differences between their groups and to question their validity. To fail to do so, from the critical educator's perspective, provides tacit approval and legitimizes the labels or categories (Erasmus 2010; Gillespie, Howarth, and Cornish 2012) . Thus contact theorists are accused of essentialism and adopting uncritical assumptions about categories which they presume to be fixed.
Second, is a difference of emphasis between the individual and the structural. Protestant young people were promoted and generously funded by the British government but failed to meet the expectations placed upon them because of a blindness to wider issues of justice and equality. Similarly, in studies of contact programmes in Israel, Maoz (2011) identified the prevalence of a 'co-existence model' which tended to reproduce structural inequalities between the groups of Israeli Jews and Palestinians.
By contrast, critical educators emphasize the need for the distribution of justice at a structural level. Where there is unequal access to justice and equality within the state or the education system more specifically, an emphasis upon the individual may, at best, be ineffective and, at worst, reinforce the unjust structures. Education must, therefore, proceed in a way that raises learners' awareness of the reality of power and the political nature of education. Choices made by educators around encounters between divided groups should be understood not as technical arrangements but as pedagogical events which are inevitably imbued with issues of equality, identity and agency (Giroux and Giroux 2006) . Learners must be equipped with the tools and skills to deal with differences beyond the individual level, 'to prepare themselves for what it means to be critical, active citizens in the interrelated local, national, and global public spheres' (Giroux and Giroux 2006: 48) .
A third tension can be seen in differing perspectives on processes of change when groups come into contact with one another, that is, between reform and revolution. Within research informed by contact theory, there is a general tendency towards gradual change and reform, reflected in recommendations for adjustments to the nature of contact and the environment in which it takes place. In particular, researchers typically demand more attention be given to Allport's conditions of contact noted above. This points to an inherent conservatism at the heart of contact theory that draws boundaries around the limits of change.
For a critical educator like Erasmus (2010), however, minor adjustments are insufficient;
what is needed is a fundamental challenge to the status quo. In the context of race relations in South Africa, she brands contact approaches as 'timid' and questions their ability to offer a critique of systemic racism. Critical education, in contrast to contact theory, aspires to be transformative (Freire 1996) . Transformation arises, firstly, out of awareness of injustice and/or inequality and in turn demands a response. The response is likely to be disruptive as it challenges dominant hegemonies such as taken-for-granted market forces in education (Howe 1992) or unexamined, crude concepts of identity (Gillborn 2006) . Fourth, and finally, there is a tension between the normative and the descriptive with respect to contact theory and critical education. Dixon, Durrheim, and Tredoux (2005) have identified an idealist tendency in the methodological approach of contact researchers, who employ experimental methods to explore optimal forms of contact in highly-controlled settings. Dixon and colleagues contest, however, that such approaches neglect two important elements: the participants' own constructions of the meaning of contact and the real life, mundane and often more subtle contact that occurs in everyday interactions. Critical education, by contrast, emphasizes the learners' lived realities. According to Apple (2015: 178), a primary task of the critical educator as researcher is to 'critically examine current realities with a conceptual/political framework that emphasizes the spaces in which more progressive and counter-hegemonic actions can, or do, go on'. This was the work carried out by Freire (1996) , for example, in his Pedagogy of the Oppressed. Critical researchers argue for a reorientation of the field, away from a preoccupation with contact under 'optimal conditions' towards the 'stark realities of intergroup relations in everyday settings' (Dixon, Durrheim, and Tredoux 2005: 709) .
To conclude, the four tensions highlighted here indicate that educators should beware of making naive assumptions about the inherent good of intergroup contact and take care to consider issues of context, power and identity when bringing learners into contact through citizenship and human rights education. Where encounters between individual learners happen, they should accompany initiatives at a wider structural level; where intergroup power differentials may impact on relations between group members, they should be acknowledged and attempts made to mitigate them; where pedagogical aims for contact are constrained to 'getting along' and reconciling around commonalities, the potential power of education to deal with controversial issues should be exploited and opportunities for transformative action harnessed. In what follows, examples are provided of how one contact programme in Northern Ireland has sought to develop in these ways.
Implications for interventions in education
Northern Ireland presents an interesting context for reflection on the implications of the tensions noted above for interventions in education that aim to build intergroup relations. As we highlight, approaches adopted in the early years of the conflict, and based on the type of contact that valorises more harmonious relations between Catholics and Protestants have had limited effect. Short-term contact schemes, whilst perhaps symbolically important, sometimes reinforced stereotypes and were generally characterized by avoidance norms, with teachers adopting a 'light touch' approach to dealing with controversial issues (O'Connor, Hartop and McCully 2002) . Integrated education has had a positive impact in respect of enabling crossgroup friendships and prejudice reduction (Stringer et al. 2009 ), but, despite considerable capital support from Government, it accounts for only 7% of the overall provision in Northern Ireland. Moreover, no Catholic school has ever transformed to integrated status, despite the legal option to do so. Speculation as to why integrated education remains only a niche sector, despite regular public surveys finding that a considerable majority of adults support the approach and profess it as a desirable option for their children, centres on arguments that resonate with tenets of critical education. Primarily, in a divided society, where historical inequalities between Catholics and Protestants were arguably somewhat levelled through an education system that offered Catholics in particular, a route out of poverty and disadvantage, and where cultural and religious identities are protected through distinctive school ethos and practices, schools are likely to be cherished sources of cultural empowerment. The disparity in survey findings, where the expressed intention towards integrated education is inconsistent with schools ultimately selected, may therefore reflect tension between perceived pressure to respond positively to an educational approach that promotes social harmony, and an understanding of the political, cultural and power relations that are embedded in separate education (Hughes and Loader 2015) .
Although the tensions between critical education and contact theory are hardly likely to be reconcilable through any single intervention, we believe the model of school collaboration through 'shared education', introduced in Northern Ireland in 2007, has much to offer, not just in Northern Ireland but also in other divided societies that seek to promote social cohesion through schools. Based on evidence emerging over the last decade, we propose the following as justification for this position.
Unlike previous contact initiatives which foreground contact as a means of reducing prejudice and promoting more positive intergroup relations, the shared education initiative offers a range of educational opportunities for participating pupils and teachers. These include: extending the range of curriculum based subject choices for pupils, who can avail of the options on offer not just in their own school, but in partner schools; sharing of resources and expertise between partner schools; teacher exchanges that extend opportunities for teachers who might otherwise be limited to working within one denominational sector; and access to additional resources for smaller schools on the edge of viability due to low enrolment -particularly important in Northern Ireland, where the continued existence of small Catholic and Protestant communities within particular villages or towns may depend on accessibility of denominational schools.
Whilst educational opportunities created by shared education may contribute to the mitigation of disadvantage experienced by one community or the other, the approach also potentially meets social cohesion objectives by engaging pupils and teachers in extended interaction with those from a different community background. For many participants, such opportunities may not otherwise have been available, and as noted above there are benefits, including prejudice reduction, increased out-group trust and reduced levels of out-group anxiety. Relatedly, shared education creates a space for the exploration of group differences and critical inter-group dialogue, as advocated by Giroux and Giroux (2006) and others. Duffy and Gallagher (2017) for example, highlight how shared education has facilitated the exploration of contested terriory in Northern Ireland's second largest city, with pupils in partner schools engaging in dialogue on the origins and implications of Catholic preference to refer to the City as Derry and Protestant proclivity for the title Londonderry. They also demonstrate how shared education in the same city has helped promote more positive engagement between schools and statutory agencies, highlighting, in particular, the evolving relationship between the partnership's Catholic schools and the Police Service of Northern Ireland (PSNI). This represents a significant development in a context where the relationship between the police and the Catholic/nationalist community has historically been poor. In a similar qualitative study of shared education partnerships, Hughes (2014) reports the significant benefits of schools' engagement on a cross-community basis with 'local community elites', including clergy, local councillors and political representatives, and the facilitation of inter-community dialogue events, including a political forum hosted by one of the schools that brought representatives from rival parties together for a Q&A session with pupils.
Ultimately, shared education represents systemic change in Northern Ireland education. In making the boundaries between separate schools more porous, the approach generates a new space for creating cross-group relationships, and interrogating the historical and current differences that underpin inequality, disadvantage and conflict. Importantly, whilst there is recognition that shared education can lead to the development of new and cross-cutting identities, the model is seen as respectful of existing identity positions and the interpretive frameworks that underpin them, concurrently challenging crude and essentialist identity concepts. The extent to which the education system ultimately becomes more integrated will depend on the willingness of schools and their stakeholders to continue participation and/or to sustain the cross-sectoral partnerships when and if the funding for shared education expires. The model may be more slow burn than the arguably transformative advent of integrated schools more than 30 years ago, but it is no less a fundamental challenge to the status quo (see Erasmus 2010) , in that the shared educaiton approach is normalizing cross-group education in Northern Ireland and giving agency to schools and their communities in respect of how far they are willing to embrace the model and its consequences.
In foregrounding access to educational opportunity over reconciliation outcomes, and by respecting the will of groups to retain a largely separate school structure, the shared education approach has generated nearly universal support in Northern Ireland, and a comprehensive mainstreaming programme is underway, supported by a Shared Education (Payes, 2017, p.13) In summarising the value of the shared education model, which is predicated on the need for intergroup contact, against the tension that is held to exist between fostering harmony and exploring difference (and associated issues of conflict, discrimination and inequality), we propose the following: Inter-group contact through schools need not be 'soft' -the model has been shown to effect systemic and structural change in respect of how education is delivered to create opportunities for all, whilst at the same time acknowledging and respecting the differences that underpin separate schooling and presenting opportunity for engagement with the difficult and controversial issues that manifest in sectarianism and inter-group conflict. To this end, the approach has the potential to build the 'individual and collaborative capacity for change' (Nagda et al, 2013 ) that is deemed central in human rights, democracy and citizenship discourses.
